Social revolution necessitates putting anarchist ideas into daily practice. … It implies the transformation of society from top to bottom. 1 Feminism practices what anarchism preaches. (Farrow, 1988: 1) introduction The spirit of revolution seems to be alive and well today: from the Arab Spring in the Middle East to the public protests in Europe and from the revolts in Central Asia to the Occupy tent cities still pitched in the United States, calls for radical change are reverberating across the globe. One of the most long-standing political forces promising such change is the 'global justice movement' (GJM), 2 seen by many as potentially heralding 'a new kind of revolution-a global revolution' (Foran, 2003: 12; see also Danaher and Burbach, 2000: 9) . Embracing a wide assortment of activists-from socialists to Trotskyites and from greens to anarchists-this 'movement of movements' has captured the imagination of political commentators and scholars alike for over a decade. Two strands of activism within the GJM that have gained increasing visibility in recent years are anarchists, often touted as the 'heart and soul' of the movement (Graeber, 2002: 62; see also Maeckelbergh, 2009) , 3 and feminists, whose vibrant presence has also now been documented in some detail (Hawkesworth, 2006; Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010; Maiguashca, 2011; Conway, 2012) .
The aim of this article is to explore in what ways and to what extent anarchist and feminist renditions of revolution, within the context of the GJM, are conceptually compatible and thereby potentially politically reinforcing. In order to ascertain the degree of convergence between these two revolutionary projects, I first ask what each camp is fighting for and against and whether their struggles for social justice are ideologically consonant. I then turn my attention to the types of practices being enacted and defended by these two movement constituencies and ask how they see their respective revolutions being brought about. What notions of social change are at work here and are their political practices, and the different temporalities sustaining them, reconcilable?
Despite the proliferation of works on the GJM and on the anarchist and feminist elements within it, little has been written on the intersections of these two movement strands. One of the main reasons for this is that most of the academic literature on radical social movements in general, and on the GJM in particular, has tended to highlight the implicit tensions and indeed overt conflicts between Marxist/socialist politics, on the one hand, and anarchist politics, on the other (Colas, 2003; Kinna, 2005) . Moreover, the relatively slim body of work (including my own) on feminism within the movement has tended to focus on those operating within socialist/Marxist animated political arenas, such as the World Social Forum 1 Anarchist FAQ Editorial Collective (2010) What do anarchists mean by 'social revolution'?, J.7.4, 6, http:// theanarchistlibrary.org/ library/the-anarchistfaq-editorial-collectivean-anarchist-faq-11-17 # toc66, last accessed 16 September 2013.
2 It is important to note that this label is contested and that many activists prefer to describe the 'movement of movements' in which they participate in as 'anticapitalist', 'antiglobalisation' or 'globalisation from below'. (for an exception, see Starhawk, 2002) . 4 Thus, it is not surprising that, within the context of GJM politics at least, feminism and anarchism are not seen as natural allies. Even more pertinent to this article are the persistent complaints of sexism raised by anarcha-feminists suggesting that anarchism in practice, if not in theory, remains recalcitrant to feminism. 5, 6 Without wanting to deny the gravity of these political altercations and acts of marginalisation, I want to recognise and contribute to the efforts of a number of contemporary anarchist scholars/activists to build stronger links with feminist theory and practice (Mueller, 2003; Picksley, Heckert and Motta, 2011). 7,8 More concretely, I want to argue that, in the context of the GJM, anarchism is more compatible with feminism than is often acknowledged in the theory and practice of this 'movement of movements' and that the considerable synergies between feminist notions of social justice and social change and anarchist conceptions of revolution merit far more attention than they currently receive. In other words, following Farrow (1988) , I claim that feminism is in fact anarchist in its sensibilities. For, as we shall see, feminists, along with their anarchist colleagues, refuse to put their faith in what Graeber calls an 'insurrectionary model' of social change in which there is a dramatic confrontation with state power, 9 whereby one class wrests hegemony from another through an act of displacement and appropriation (for an anarchist critique of this totalising conception of revolution, see Day, 2005 ; for a feminist critique, see Moghadam, 1993) . What revolution might look like 'when one no longer expects a single cataclysmic break with the past structures of oppression' 10 and how it is to be pursued are the subjects of the first two parts of this article. After drawing out the similarities between anarchist and feminist renditions of the 'what' and 'how' of revolution, I end the piece by reflecting on some of the points of tension that still militate against merging their respective political imaginaries. I do so in an attempt to identify what I see as the conditions of possibility for a more integrated, mutually collaborative feminist anarchist revolutionary politics.
exploring the ' what' of anarchist and feminist revolution So what are anarchists within the GJM fighting for, what does their revolution promise us and how do their goals compare to those of feminist 'global justice' activists? Despite a number of commentators suggesting that the anarchist strand of the GJM is plagued by an 'intellectual fuzziness' 11 that allows only very inchoate goals to emerge, 12 reading across the academic and activist literature, it is possible to pin down certain key elements.
The 'uncompromising anti-authoritarianism' of today's anarchists (Brown, 1989: 205) limited to, patriarchy, racism and religious fundamentalism of all creeds'. 13 Other articulations of this agenda add homophobia to the list of oppressions that need to be overcome (Brown, 1989) . 14, 15 Relations of domination are understood to be multiple in form and mutually reinforcing, permeating all our institutions and social relations, albeit in local, context-specific ways (May, 2009) . Moreover, for many of today's anarchists power operates not only externally but also internally, working on our psyches and emotions in ways that reproduce 'voluntary servitude' or 'the self's internalised slavery' (Newman, 2012: 150) . This realisation reinforces the idea that 'even a person who is oppressed on several counts (homosexuality, femininity) will be an oppressor on others (upper class, white)' (Mueller, 2003: 129-130) . For, if power is in fact everywhere, it will inevitably blight the internal dynamics of anarchist politics.
Despite having a far more variegated and networked conception of power than their predecessors, many of today's anarchists still concentrate their ire on the state and its allied institutions-capital, the church, the army and educational structures (Gemie, 1996) -as their primary targets. So Graeber calls for 'a world without states and capitalism ', 16 as does the Anarchist FAQ website: 'Without the abolition of states and capitalism, no real revolution has taken place'. 17 Thus, contrary to their contemporary Marxist comrades, these anarchists categorically refuse to grant the state any role in bringing about revolutionary change or sustaining any future emancipatory project, even temporarily. As theorists such as Newman and Day suggest, rather than challenge it and, thereby, run the risk of reinforcing its power, many anarchists within the GJM prefer to actively ignore the state (Day, 2005; Newman, 2009: 228-229) . While today's anarchists have been criticised for focusing only on what they are against, it is only fair to recognise that they also entertain a positive agenda, even if it is rather sketchy and unelaborated. So when Mueller (2003: 123) tells his reader that 'Anarchism is a scream, not one of negation, but one of affirmation …', he is referring, in part, to its passionate commitment to building an alternative society free of domination. More concretely, others have pointed to its 'egalitarian' orientation (Gordon, 2005: 2) 18 and, to this extent, it is possible to characterise its political project as 'left' (Eschle and Maiguashca, forthcoming) . In addition to equality, anarchists tell us that they are fighting for freedom, self-determination and diversity. It is these three principles that animate anarchist efforts to enact direct democracy and, in so doing, to search for new ways of relating to each other (Sitrin, 2012) . In fact, for Graeber (2002: 70) the affirmative moment of anarchism rests on 'creating and enacting horizontal networks … based on principles of decentralised, non-hierarchical consensus democracy '. 19 Turning to the substantive political vision of feminist global justice activists, let me start by noting that the feminists attending the World Social Forum in the four national fieldwork sites that my co-author and I visited were predominantly non-anarchist in political orientation, with the majority of them drawing implicitly or explicitly on some variation of socialist or Marxist feminism. 20 The fact that most of our interviewees were also from the 'South' (India and Brazil), with about only a quarter from the European context, might also help explain this ideological predilection. 21 Elaborating on their commitment to a socialist feminist politics, our interviewees identified at least three overlapping systems of oppressionpatriarchy, racism and globalised neo-liberalism-that they seek to overturn (Vargas, 2003; Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010: 102) . Understanding these power relations as pervasive, cutting across all social realms in both the public and private sphere, and as socially reproduced, at both the material and discursive level, feminist activists paint a daunting picture of a global configuration of multiple, intersecting and mutually reinforcing structures of oppression (Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010: 81-104) .
Interestingly, feminist global justice activists share the concern of anarchists that power operates not only externally to us, but also within us in the context of 'internalised oppression' (Sullivan, 2005) . What this means is that systems of oppression are unconsciously reproduced by women and men, operating so deeply in our psyches that we become self-policing, colluding in our oppression as well as that of others (Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010: 88) . As one feminist activist proclaimed, 'capitalism is really inside all of us' (interview, London, 9 November 2004).
Importantly, although there is no consensus among these feminists on how to deal with the state, they do agree that it is, along with the interstate system, a crucial conduit for these three systems of oppression. Having said this, the majority of our interviewees did not see the state as the primary generator of these power relations. For most of the feminist activists that my co-author and I talked to, the state is an ambivalent actor, reproducing power relations in coercive ways, but also presenting activists with a potential instrument of progressive social change. As Sonia Correa of the southern feminist research network DAWN put it, 'it is important that we say institutions are a problem, but the challenges we face in the world cannot be faced without institutions, no way' (interview, Rio de Janiero, 10 January 2005).
With respect to the affirmative element of their agenda, feminist global justice activists are more explicit than their anarchist colleagues about what they are fighting for. Indeed, their vision for the future is expressed in two different registers. The first is in the context of multiple concrete proposals put forward by activists and/or their groups and which address specific audiences and seek to respond to particular, context-specific problems or instances of oppression (e.g., see World March for Women (WMW) Declaration). 22 In this way, they reflect the national priorities of the women's movements there, as well as the ideologies and dreams of very particular groups of women. So, for example, in India 20 This is not to say that there are no anarchafeminists active within the GJM, but simply that they tend to gravitate to and operate within other political arenas such as the Peopleʼs Global Action (PGA) Network, which, in the main, have received less scholarly attention.
21 Arguably, anarchism as a movement has a longer and moreestablished pedigree in Western and Eastern Europe, the United Kingdom and the United States, although it has been increasingly garnering support in the South over the past decade and in particular in the current context of one of the prevailing refrains of women activists concerned violence against women and demands for the abolition of dowry and religious laws, while in Brazil we noted that the discourse shifted to questions of sexuality and reproductive health, racism and the environment, although violence was also presented as an issue (Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010: 111-112) .
Despite the diverse nature of these proposals, they are all grounded in a shared normative discourse, the parameters of which are marked by five 'ethical goals', which include: (1) 'economic equality' and the redistribution of goods so that 'basic needs' are met; (2) 'democracy' and its attendant principles of equal representation and full participation in decision making; (3) 'respect for the environment' as a prerequisite for socio-economic development; (4) 'bodily integrity' and a woman's right to self-determination; and (5) 'peace', defined in broad terms as not only the absence of war, but also the transcendence of more general gendered patterns of violence within societies. All these ethical goals are presented as indivisible and interconnected (Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010: 114-122 ). This second register in which their vision is articulated is normative in nature and universal in its orientation to the extent that it upholds certain values that transcend their context-specific, concrete wish lists and which pertain to all human beings.
In sum, the synergies between the agenda of anarchists and feminists within the GJM are strong. They share a common enemy in the form of capitalism, patriarchy and racism understood as global systems of power, which are structural and pervasive in nature. They also have a common goal to the extent that they both seek to bring about comprehensive, radical transformation of the current social order in line with the principles of equality, self-determination and diversity. Moreover, given their mutual concern with 'internalised oppression', both camps see individual personal transformation as the sine qua non of revolutionary change, a move that distinguishes them from Marxist narratives of radical change. Finally, despite their differing views of the role that the state can play in bringing about progressive change, they both see it as a vehicle of oppressive power relations that has to be challenged.
exploring the 'how' of anarchist and feminist revolution So how do anarchists want to bring about this vision of social justice? Drawing on a typology offered by Kinna (2005: 156) , I concur with the view that anarchists undertake four types of political practice. Although not usually associated with legal forms of protest, the first is what she calls 'constitutional actions' aimed at defending our civic liberties, including the right to free speech and to free association. These actions encompass the dissemination of knowledge (e.g., the setting up of infoshops and online publication of journals such as Anarchist Studies), as well as the practice of public education. Seeking to raise an awareness of an injustice, but not to resolve it, 'symbolic action', Kinna's second anarchist strategy, is 'designed to create solidarity and confidence' among activists (Carter, 1983 : 2, quoted in Kinna, 2005 . Innocent in its appearance, it takes the form of non-threatening, theatrical stunts like playing bingo games in a McDonald's outlet, a mass 'prayer to the product and shopping' in front of Selfridge's during the European Social Forum (ESF) in London in 2004 or 'billboard liberations' in which public commercial posters are redrawn (usually at night!) in subversive ways (Starr, 2005: 191) . Third, civil disobedience represents acts of non-violent resistance in response to a specific injustice for which activists anticipate arrest, a fact, Kinna (2005: 152) reminds us, that does not imply any acknowledgement of the state's legitimacy.
The last and most debated type of political practice associated with anarchism is 'direct action', which is defined by Gordon (2009: 255) 'as a matter of taking social change into one's own hands by intervening directly in a situation rather than appealing to an external agent (typically the government) for its rectification'. Enacted by those directly affected by a particular form of domination, direct action tends to take two forms. 'DIY' (do it yourself) actions focus on building alternative communities and, to this extent, are described by Graeber as reflecting a 'revolution of everyday life' in which there is a 'defiant insistence on acting as if one is already free'. 23 Manifestations of DIY activism range from squatting to 'guerrilla gardening' (Roman, 2005; Starr, 2005: 181) and from the continuous establishment of social centres (Starr, 2005) to the Food Not Bombs campaigns in which activists provide free vegetarian food for all who need it.
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If DIY actions tend to be 'community' facing, confrontational direct action, the second type, is externally oriented and is committed to either stopping something from happening or to fixing or undoing something that has happened (Kinna, 2005: 150) . One exemplar of this type of direct action is the human blockade, a tactic deployed, for instance, throughout the 2005 protests at the G8 in Scotland. Organised into autonomous bands, several hundred activists managed to block traffic along two important routes (the M9 and A9) to the Gleneagles resort by means of a 'hit and run' strategy that involved them piling branches and rocks onto the roads before escaping from the police into the surrounding fields. This exercise was then repeated further along the motorway. While no violence took place, discombobulated police ran around making multiple arrests, all the while being serenaded by roaming samba bands who sought to encourage their fellow activists (The Free Association, 2005) . 25 In the context of both DIY and confrontational direct action, anarchists insist on the importance of organising themselves in accordance with the principles of decentralisation, participatory democracy, dialogue and consensus. Committed to the idea that 'any sort of revolution against political power must be libertarian in form as well as its aim' (Newman, 2009: 228) of deliberation characteristic of Marxist groups, and instead embrace methods of direct participation and communal decision making.
Although different in nature and intent, in my view, all four types of anarchist actions share a temporal and spatial framing that make the anarchist conception of revolution distinct from their liberal and Marxist colleagues. With respect to the temporality of anarchist revolutions, it is both incremental and presentist or, to put it differently, prefigurative (Graeber, 2009: 106; Day, 2005; Gordon, 2005) . In terms of the former, revolution for anarchists is not conceived as a historical event, but rather as a piecemeal, ongoing process in which anarchists are called upon to 'support incremental changes in the here and now of people's daily lives as well as any insurrectionary moment that might occur as a result'. 26 Thus, while today's anarchists may be open to the possibility of a one-off dramatic event that may usher in radical change, they no longer expect this, nor even wish for it. Radical social change, in their hands, has become a more slow burning, unpredictable, contingent and experimental affair, allowing for the 'coevolution of coexisting temporalities', rather than a 'transition from one totality to another' (Berardi, 2012: 143-145) . The challenge for anarchists struggling in the GJM, therefore, according to Day (2005: 9) , is to continue the fight 'against oppression without reproducing the modern fantasy of a final event of totalising change (the revolution) or falling back into the abyss of liberal pluralism'. In sum, while their preferred methods may be incremental and process driven, anarchists' goals remain radical.
Understood as 'the self-constitution of the present' (Tormey, 2005: 405) , prefiguration, the second feature of anarchist temporality, requires a commitment to making the means of revolution consonant with its desired ends. Capturing the immediacy of anarchist revolution, Torrance Hodgson proclaims:
The revolution is now, and we must let the desires we have about the future manifest themselves in the here and now as best we can …. Through this process we start pushing back the veil of submission and domination towards the periphery of our lives, we start reclaiming control over our own lives. (quoted in Gordon, 2005: 10) In this way, anarchists reject the linear sequencing of the past, present and future sustaining liberal and Marxist conceptions of social change. This commitment to prefiguration also implies a particular spatial framing. Not waging a targeted war against specific, fixed political institutions of domination 'out there', the model of revolution purported by anarchists is 'viral' and potentially 'contagious' in nature, to the extent that it depends on the localised actions of multiple actors who, refusing to believe in the state's restorative power, empower themselves to bring about change within their own specific communities (Day, 2004: 740) . Thus, instead of heralding a totalising revolution that engulfs the whole of society and which is staged primarily in the public realm, they prefer to encourage the 'flowering of one's self-determined existence', 27 a process that bubbles up in diverse public and private spaces and which, over time, gains ground and momentum. As Day (2005: 215) puts it, we have moved away from 'the will to save everyone at once'. Gordon (2005: 10) agrees, characterising anarchism today as a 'lived reality that pops up everywhere in new guises, adapts to different cultural climates and should be extended … for its own sake whether or not we believe it can become … the prevailing mode of society'. In this way, the terrain of political struggle is widened as there is simply no centre of power that can be conveniently destroyed (May, 2009: 14) .
Turning now to what feminist global justice activists do and drawing on interviews, documentary analysis and participant observation, I suggest that these activists engage in six types of political practice: (1) protest actions, including symbolic actions of civil disobedience and direct action; (2) advocacy, including lobbying state officials; (3) knowledge production, encompassing the production of original research, dissemination of this knowledge through newsletters and journals, and setting up documentation centres; (4) service provision, aimed at improving women's life chances and quality of life, including economic aid, medical help and emotional and psychological support; (5) popular education, comprising, among other things, consciousness raising workshops; and (6) movement building, including the establishment and running of feminist groups, as well as the creation of alliances between them (see Eschle and Maiguashca, 2010, Chapter 7; Maiguashca, 2011) . Importantly, women and feminist groups within the GJM tend to multi-task and, in this way, simultaneously engage in protest actions against the state while lobbying state officials.
Moving from the content of their practices to the 'principles of action' that animate them, feminist activism is shaped by an ethos that I have characterised elsewhere as 'principled pragmatism' (Maiguashca, 2011) . Committed to the principle of women's self-determination, this ethos inspires forms of action that encourage dialogue, active participation and respect for women as sources of knowledge and potential agents of change. Thus, rather than transform women into revolutionary subjects, ready for battle, the political practices of feminist activists tend to have the humbler intention of enabling women to think and speak for themselves and to act, individually and in concert, according to their own self-defined needs and aspirations. With no guarantees of when and exactly how this project of empowerment will unfold, feminist activists push forward a process of change that is incremental, open ended, contingent and unpredictable. Seeking to ameliorate the 'here and now' of women's daily lives, feminist activists insist on haranguing the state until it is accountable to its women citizens. To this extent, feminist activists, although highly principled in the sense that they are driven by a commitment to radical social change and gender justice, are also highly pragmatic in the way they pursue these goals (Katzenstein, 1989; Hawkesworth, 2006; Conway, 2012) . At first blush, there are some obvious overlaps here with respect to the practices and ethos of anarchists and feminist activists. For all four kinds of protest engaged in by anarchists are replicated by feminists, including their more 'prefigurative' DIY activities (see Kolářová, 2009, and Coleman and Bassi, 2011 , for an analysis of the ways in which gender shape these different types of practices in the context of the GJM). Conversely, apart from advocacy, which requires engaging with the state, all six types of feminist practice are undertaken by anarchists, albeit to varying degrees. So, for example, while I found some evidence that anarchists engage in popular education, 28 it is clearly not as widespread a practice as it is among feminists. Moreover, while the Food not Bombs camp is quite obviously a form of service provision, anarchists would reject the kind of state-funded community outreach that many Southern feminist NGOs engage with. Similarly, feminist efforts at 'movement building', more often than not involve, among other things, the creation of state-funded NGOs, replete with offices, paid staff and 'leaders': an exercise that anarchists would roundly reject. These differences notwithstanding, however, the overlap in practices is striking.
In addition to deploying a similar range of practices, both anarchists and feminist activists within the GJM are committed to an ethos of action that sets the ethical parameters for how activists should behave individually and collectively. This ethos is sustained by principles of self-determination, diversity, de-centralisation and accountability. If there is a notable difference-one I will return to-it concerns the fact that for feminists, principled pragmatism is a means to an end, while for anarchists the means by which one pursues revolution is its end: or to put it differently, the 'medium' of radical social change is expected to provide its 'content'. building a feminist, anarchist revolution: mapping the work ahead Anarchism goes beyond feminism, indeed beyond most other liberatory movements, in its relentless quest for human freedom. (Brown, 1989: 210) I want to end this article by taking issue with Brown's conclusion, expressed above, that anarchist politics is more 'liberatory' than feminism. I shall do so in two steps. First, I turn my attention to the anarchist agenda for social justice, pointing to some of its limits and the ways in which feminist insights into activism might disturb as well as strengthen its claims. Second, I re-examine anarchist practices through a feminist global justice lens, raising questions about their viral conception of politics and their refusal to engage with the state. In pursuing these two aims, I do not wish to reverse Brown's conclusion by making the claim that feminism is somehow 'better' or more 'liberatory' than anarchism. Instead, I wish to set out what I see as the parameters for a more fruitful dialogue between these politically and conceptually linked strands of activism and to suggest ways in which points of contact between these movements might be extended and deepened, thus providing a platform for collaborative research, thinking and action.
Let us start with the question of power. While anarchists, like feminists, recognise the manifold as well as structural nature of oppression, they need to work out in more substantive detail what kinds of power relations they are fighting against and how these relations of domination actually operate, a point they themselves acknowledge (e.g., May, 2009) . At the conceptual level, this agenda means thinking about how sui generis systems of domination might be conceived as distinct and yet also mutually reinforcing. After all, name checking these four forms of domination may be a good starting point-one that feminists would approve of-but it tells us little about their constitution or the ways they instantiate themselves. In fact, part of the problem is that the concept of 'domination', unless it is distinguished from other manifestations of power, is a very blunt instrument. Does every expression of power equate to domination? If so, then why focus on particular systems of domination, for example, patriarchy or racism? If not, then what is distinct about the causes and experience of domination? And are capitalism, patriarchy and racism, as different forms of domination, equally insidious?
One obvious resource that anarchists could mine in an attempt to address these questions is existing feminist work on oppression in general and 'intersectionality' in particular. This is not to say that feminists have worked out all the answers to the questions above, and indeed the notion of 'intersectionality' arguably remains underspecified both in terms of its object of analysis and methodology (McCall, 2005; Davis, 2008; Nash, 2008) . Nonetheless, feminist debates about the meaning of intersectionality have resulted in considerable conceptual advancements, including a critique of 'additive models' of power (Anderson, 1996; Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012) and more complex mappings of oppression in which power is seen as intersecting, highly contextual and sometimes contradictory in its operations (e.g., Collins, 2000a, b) . Interestingly, the potential utility of intersectionality as a framework for thinking about power is increasingly being recognised by 'queer' anarchists. 29, 30 As part of their endeavour to deepen their analysis of domination, anarchists also need to pay more conceptual attention to the notion of 'involuntary servitude'-or in feminist terms 'internalised oppression'. For unless we conceive of collective decision making in Habermasian terms as the free and unfettered dialogue of unencumbered equals, evoking notions of 'affinity' and 'solidarity' is simply not enough to militate against the mobile, entrenched power relations enmeshed in and reflective of our very subjectivities. As already mentioned, feminist work on the psychological and emotional dimensions of activism is extensive (see, e.g., L. Sullivan, 2005; S. Sullivan, 2005) for thinking about the ways in which oppression leaves an imprint on our minds and our hearts, leading to the disciplining, and even harming, of ourselves and others. The thoughtful work of Heckert and others suggests that contemporary anarchists are beginning to reach for and use feminist insights to make sense of the more private, personal dimensions of their activism (Heckert, 2010) . 31 For instance, in an interesting piece, anarchists Picksley, Heckert and Motta (2011: 306) wrestle with the 'patriarchy in their heads' by reflecting on the place and role of legitimate 'feminist anger', as well as the importance of creating spaces for attentive listening and the expression of 'gentleness' and 'love'.
In order to support this conceptual research agenda into the 'external' and 'internal' workings of power, a more expansive and detailed empirical blueprint is needed of the multiple flows and intersections of power and its concrete impact not only on our life chances, but also on the very strategies that anarchists call upon to sustain democratic, allegedly participatory, decision-making procedures. In this connection, anarchists would do well to start their power mapping exercise by reading the detailed analyses offered by feminist scholars who have been highlighting the hidden dangers of so-called informal, non-hierarchical participatory practices for some time now (e.g., Freeman, 1984; Polletta, 2002) . Learning from the past mistakes of their feminist sisters and cultivating an attitude of constant vigilance to the enactments of power within anarchist circles will both contribute to feminising this revolutionary movement.
Turning to the affirmative moment of their agenda, if Tormey (2005: 405) is correct when he states that anarchists are bound together primarily by a 'shared perception of an injustice' rather than a shared vision of the 'after' that they are fighting for, it is perhaps not surprising that their affirmative agenda remains inchoate. Even so, in my view, there is another reason underlying their reticence to put flesh on their alternative vision of the future, which concerns the way in which anarchists think about the relationship between ideas, knowledge and action. Setting themselves up in opposition to Marxists, who insist that knowledge and imagination must precede action, anarchists argue that the reverse is true; that is, that 'ideas result from deeds'. 32 Thus, in an attempt to avoid being 'tied down by the baggage of ideology' (Kinna, 2005: 157) , anarchists unwittingly end up presenting themselves as 'proceduralists' to the extent that they seem to put all their effort and faith in the method of bringing about change, all the while assuming that the ends they desire, or the 'what' of revolution, will automatically follow. Capturing and cultivating this non-committal approach to the concrete requirements of social justice, Graeber opines: 'It is quite possible we are heading for a revolutionary moment, or perhaps a series of them, but we no longer have any clear sense of what that might mean '. 33 But surely a revolutionary politics that is feminist friendly must offer a more substantive vision of the utopian moment than that provided by Graeber. In the intersectionalityanarchism, last accessed 10 July 2013. end, mobilising around a shared perception of injustice does not necessarily lead to a progressive politics, and even if 'principles of action'-participatory, dialogical, inclusive-are articulated and enacted, it still leaves unanswered all the difficult questions about what political and normative criteria one uses to decide, for instance, who should be included in the dialogue and how. Of course, I am not claiming that feminist global justice activists have developed their affirmative normative agenda to the point where they have solutions to all these quandaries. In fact, feminist activists are just as queasy about 'fixed', comprehensive blueprints for the future as their anarchist friends. What I do want to suggest is that by combining concrete policy proposals within a framework of ethical goals, feminist activists do give us a starting point for critical debate and some loose criteria by which specific practices can be judged to be emancipatory or not. In other words, unlike anarchists, feminist activists do not presuppose that the 'what' of progressive change will somehow automatically follow from the 'how', no matter how democratic, diverse or participatory these methods are. What feminist global justice praxis reminds us is that specifying our utopian aspirations and keeping these normative visions on the horizon, just beyond reach, can serve to inspire in us the constant vigilance necessary to safeguard against a false sense of security and, thereby, ensure space for self-critique. Refusing to pin down the utopian moment, however broadly, out of fear that it will morph into a 'grand cause' or doctrine and, thereby, ossify the movement, as anarchists do, runs its own risk: that of self-righteousness and, even worse, complacency in the face of sexism and/ or racism when it takes place in the context of alternative anarchist community building.
I want to end the article by suggesting that notwithstanding their commitment to a viral politics that is prefigurative, incremental and radical, anarchist renditions of social change have yet to fully shake off the residue of the problematic reform/ revolution dichotomy. While this is certainly unintentional, it is worth reflecting on, especially since feminist activism within the GJM may offer anarchists a possible route around this well-worn, but ultimately false antithesis.
There are three features of the anarchist project that serve to reinforce the classic 'insurrectionary model' of revolution. The first is that within the literature at least there is a tendency to emphasise, even fetishise, protest actions whether they take the form of confrontational direct actions or of civil disobedience. Moreover, the accompanying language often deployed to capture the aims of these protests-for example, 'smashing' capitalism 'to pieces' 34 -adds to the impression that anarchist revolution is spectacular in form and destructive in purpose. Of course, the hazard of depicting revolution in this way is that the creative, productive and slow-burning side of anarchist politics is eclipsed from view. A second factor is that lurking beneath the viral model of anarchist politics there remains the notion of a 'tipping point' (Gilbert and Littler, 2009: 129) in which radical social change depends on the eventual comprehensive spread of anarchist ideas and practices, making the state and capitalism redundant. In this way, anarchist revolution is presented as a totalising project. It is the necessary destruction of the state that constitutes the third nod to more classic notions of revolution. With the state as the untouchable enemy, anarchist politics remains animated by a familiar 'us vs. them', zero-sum logic of action.
Far less purist in nature, feminist global justice activists, as we have seen, have an equivocal view of the state, seeing it, on the one hand, as a crucial conduit of oppressive power and, on the other, as a potential instrument of progressive change (Gemie, 1996) . Not wanting to 'let the state off the hook' (interview, Hyderabad, 2005) , many feminist activists within the GJM see the state as neither an intransigent enemy nor an ally, but rather as a vehicle of power that should be approached in a pragmatic way. Thus, declining to choose between an 'anti' or 'pro-state' position-and therefore unlike their anarchist friends-feminist activists simultaneously engage in both a 'politics of demand' that targets the state in order to make claims on it and a 'politics of the act' that, at times, bypasses the state completely in the pursuit of women's empowerment. 35 In sum, feminist activism within the GJM evokes a far messier picture of social change, whereby allegedly 'reformist' tactics such as advocacy (read lobbying the state) coexist alongside confrontational ones, in which the state is challenged through protests, and prefigurative ones, in which it is ignored. In this scenario, there is no tipping point evident to the extent that a range of strategies, modes of being and levels of empowerment coexist, sometimes in tension with each other. Indeed, it is the desire to prefigure their revolution by empowering women in the 'here and now' that pushes feminist activists within the GJM to engage pragmatically with the 'powers that be' and undertake 'non-reformist reforms' (Toscano, 2012: 188) . For as 'principled pragmatists', feminists pursue a 'reformism' that allows them to hold on to both their immediate concrete goals and their proleptic visions of a more just world. It is this ability to navigate the tensions and, ultimately, live with contradictions of such a radical reformist project that propels me to characterise feminist global justice activism as a 'nonrevolutionary revolution' (Farhi, 2003: 31) and to offer it up as a potentially inspiring interlocutor for anarchist activism seeking to reimagine what revolution might mean today.
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